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[6560-01-M] 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 


([FRL 989-1] 


FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE FOR RESOURCE RE- 
COVERY PROJECT DEVELOPMENT UNDER 
THE PRESIDENT’S URBAN POLICY 


Preamble 


AGENCY: U.S. Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency (EPA). 


ACTION: Program announcement and 
request for proposals. 


SUMMARY: The President’s Urban 
Policy issued on March 27, 1978, dir- 
ects the U.S. Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency (EPA) to carry out a pro- 
gram of financial assistance to urban 
areas for solid waste resource recovery 
project planning and feasibility analy- 
sis. 

This program is authorized under 
section 4008(a)(2) of the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act of 
1976, referred to herein as “RCRA.” A 
$15 million fiscal year 1979 appropri- 
ation to fund this program has been 
approved by Congress. 

The purpose of this notice is to de- 
scribe the program, the procedures by 
which interested parties may apply for 
funding, and to solicit proposals under 
these procedures. 

Proposals shall be submitted as 
preapplications. Preapplications will 
be reviewed and evaluated against de- 
fined program requirements and crite- 
ria. The preapplication will be the pri- 
mary basis for selection of applicants 
that will ultimately receive awards. 

Following this selection, EPA will 
work closely with each selected appli- 
cant to assist them in developing their 
detailed scope of work and implemen- 
tation schedule, the consultant ser- 
vices required, project review and re- 
porting procedures, and their final 
budget. These items will form the 
basis of a formal application for fund- 
ing. Following EPA approval and pro- 
cessing of the formal application, the 
award will be made. 


DATES: Preapplications are due on 
December 15, 1978. 


ADDRESSES: Those interested in 
submitting preapplications (proposals) 
should request a preapplication kit by 
writing or calling the following ad- 
dress: U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, Office of Solid Waste, Re- 
source Recovery Division (WH-563), 
Washington, D.C. 20460, 202-755-9140. 
Attn.: Urban Policy Program. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION 
CONTACT: 


Mr. Stephen A. Lingle, Chief, Tech- 
nology and Markets Branch, Office 
of Solid Waste, Resource Recovery 


& 
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Division (WH-563), U.S. Environ- 
mental Protection Agency, Washing- 
ton, D.C. 20460, 202-755-9140. 


SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: EPA 
published a draft of this notice in the 
July 31, 1978 FrEpERAL REGISTER in 
order to solicit public comment. A 
public meeting was conducted in 
Washington, D.C., on August 18, 1978, 
for the same purpose. This solicitation 
announcement reflects the comments 
received by mail and at the public 
meeting, to the extent EPA believes 
practicable and consistent with the 
intent of the program. 

Approximately 200 people attended 
the public meeting, submitted written 
comments, or both. Many comments 
were received and all were considered 
in developing this final announce- 
ment. However, those representing the 
views of only one individual: or group 
have generally not been summarized 
here. 

(1) Eligibility of planning agencies. 
Commentors suggested that the plan- 
ning process mandated by Section 
4006 RCRA may not have been com- 
pleted in certain States by the time 
applications for this program are re- 
quired, and that EPA should not re- 
quire applicants to certify designation 
under 4006 for this reason. Other com- 
mentors suggested that we broaden 
eligibility to include planning agencies 
as well as implementation agencies, 
and some suggested that the 4006 
process be waived for purposes of this 
program, if only for a_ specificed 
length of time. 

The program announcement as pub- 
lished here has, therefore, included 
planning agencies as eligible appli- 
cants, but only where the application 
is supported by the appropriate imple- 
mentation agency. This is consistent 
with the intent of RCRA and of this 
program, since EPA financial support 
will be directed toward sponsors who 
have the jurisdictional authority and 
resources available to bring planned 
facilities and programs to fruition. 

EPA remains committed to coordi- 
nated State and local solid waste plan- 
ning, as mandated under Subtitle D of 
RCRA. The Agency, therefore, has re- 
tained the requirement that appli- 
cants be designated under 4006. 

The concern expressed by commen- 
tors over the pace of 4006 designations 
requires a response. We have, there- 
fore, stated that applicants under this 
program may submit evidence of inter- 
im designation where the State proc- 
ess has not been completed. This will 
enable the State to insure that such 
projects or programs as may be pro- 
posed to EPA are consistent with 
sound statewide planning, even where 
that planning is incomplete. 

(2) Definition of “urban”. Some 
commentors suggested that EPA 
define “urban” areas in terms of their 


population density, in addition to (or 
instead of) their total population. 
Others sought a change or clarifica- 
tion of the definition used in the July 
31, 1978, FrepERAL REGISTER draft of 
this notice. 

The definition of “urban” is intend- 
ed to be a general guide, and not a 
strict parameter, of eligibility. Inter- 
ested applicants with fewer than 
50,000 people are not prohibited, and 
will be considered on their merit. Any 
EPA attempt to alter or supplant ac- 
cepted Census Bureau definitions for 
purposes of this program would be, at 
best, confusing to the public. We have, 
therfore, left the July 31, 1978, defini- 
tion unchanged. 

(3) Conflict of interest. Considerable 
comment was submitted on the EPA 
position regarding follow-on work by 
consultants who have recommended 
that such work be done in the first 
place. The Office of Solid Waste has 
previously stated its concern over the 
potential for or appearance of, impro- 
priety in such situations. With respect 
to work performed by EPA solid waste 
technical assistance contractors, EPA 
prohibits those contractors from par- 
ticipating in such follow-on work as 
may result from their recommenda- 
tions. 

EPA will provide guidance to suc- 
cessful applicants regarding handling 
of conflict of interest issues. 

(4) Schedule. Several commentors 
suggested that the time between solici- 
tation and award was excessive and 
should be compressed in order to make 
the funds available more quickly. 
Some commentors thought that the 
suggested 75 days for preparation of 
proposals was too short, while others 
felt that it was too long. Other com- 
mentors considered EPA‘s 60-90-day 
review and selection period to be ex- 
cessive. 

This announcement requires submit- 
tal of preapplication by December 15, 
1978, which represents a response time 


of approximately 60 calendar days 


based on the estimated date of publi- 
cation of this announcement. In addi- 
tion, EPA will attempt to complete 
review and selection within 60 days. 
Considerable time has been spent to 
simplify the format and shorten the 
time for submission, selection, and 
award. However, it is important that 
the quality of the selection process not 
be compromised. The combined review 
by States, EPA Regional Offices, and 
EPA Headquarters does lengthen the 
process somewhat, but, in our opinion, 
is necessary and desirable. 

(5) Cost sharing. Some commentors 
requested a clarification on whether 
expenditures prior to EPA award were 
eligible for reimbursement. EPA grant 
regulations do not allow reimburse- 
ment of such expenses. This program 
is governed by those regulations, and 
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only those expenses ineurred after 
award may be eligible for reimburse- 
ment or matching. 

Some commentors felt that the 
strict requirement that two-thirds of 
an applicant’s matching share be 
other than “in-kind” contribution was 
overly restrictive, particularly during 
the first year of the program when 
municipal budget cycles might not be 
consistent with timing of this program 
announcement. EPA feels strongly 
that a cash contribution by an appli- 
cant is an important indicator of appli- 
cant commitment and that in most in- 
stances, provisions can be made within 
the budgetary process to provide such 
a@ commitment. This program an- 
nouncement changes this cash match- 
ing requirement to a recommendation, 
but states that special consideration 
will be given to those applicants which 
provide such a cash match. Corre- 
spondingly, the “extent of an appli- 
cant’s cash contribution to the proj- 
ect”? is now included in the selection 
criteria. 

(6) Weighting of selection criteria. 
Several commentors suggested slightly 
different criteria weighting, though 
overall the criteria and their weights 
were supported. The weights most fre- 
quently mentioned were those related 
to prior progress and urban economic 
distress. There was also comment that 
land disposal issues should be less 


heavily rated and prior progress. 


weighting increased. The weights 
have, therefore, been altered slightly 
to decrease weighting of land disposal 
factors by 5 percentage points, and in- 
creasing prior progress by the same 
amount. 

(7) Nature of funding commitment 
by phase. During the public meeting, it 
was suggested that EPA commit fiscal 
year 1979 funding to only one phase of 
@ project and that later phases be 
funded from subsequent years’ appro- 
priations. EPA pointed out that subse- 
quent funding was not guaranteed, 
and further that such an approach 
could result in loss of continuity due 
to timing of any subsequent funding. 
Nevertheless, pending review of. ali re- 
sponses, EPA reserves the option of 
committing fiscal year 1979 funding to 
only one phase or to all phases of a 
project as circumstances dictate. 

(8) Management of the program. Sev- 
eral commentors requested that the 
role of the States, EPA regional of- 
fices, and EPA headquarters be clari- 
fied, and that the relationship to the 
DOE program be clarified. Clarifica- 
tions on these points have been includ- 
ed in this announcement under sec- 
tions C and E. 

(9) Public participation. Several 
commentors recommended a more 
strongly defined public participation 
requirement and suggested that such 
activities should be eligible for fund- 
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ing. These changes are consistent with 
EPA’s draft Public Participation 
Guidelines and have been incorporat- 
ed in section D. 


FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE FOR RE- 
SOURCE RECOVERY PROJECT 
DEVELOPMENT UNDER’ THE 
PRESIDENT’S URBAN POLICY 


PROGRAM ANNOUNCEMENT 
A. BACKGROUND AND PROGRAM RATIONALE 


Solid waste disposal is a serious and 
growing problem for urban areas, com- 
monly ranking as one of their most 
pressing concerns. At the same time, 
solid waste is also a growing resource 
of significant potential. ; 

Existing landfills are reaching capac- 
ity in many cities, and new environ- 
mentally acceptable landfills are often 
difficult to site. Thus, many cities are 
eager to move to resource recovery to 
reduce their land disposal needs, and 
at the same time, provide a supple- 
mental source of energy and materials 
to help satisfy municipal, industrial, or 
commercial needs. The move to re- 
source recovery also serves to reduce 
the demand upon the Nation’s energy 
and materials resources and the im- 
ports of these resources. 

Furthermore, these new commercial 
activities can assist in reducing unem- 
ployed by providing jobs and new in- 
dustrial opportunities. Source separa- 
tion programs offer the added benefit 
of involving large numbers of citizens 
directly in a tangible effort to improve 
their environment. 

Progress in implementing resource 
recovery across the Nation is being 
made, but at a pace so slow that it 
does not match the growth in waste 
generation. A major barrier to more 
rapid implementation is the fact that 
the procedures involved in implement- 
ing resource recovery are unique and 
complex. These procedures involve a 
series of technical, marketing, finan- 
cial, legal, and organizational factors 
which must be brought together in a 
comprehensive, well-structured project 
planning and development process. 
Problems in many of these areas are 
often referred to as “institutional” 
constraints. Thus, despite the pres- 
sures of the solid waste problem, cities 
often fail to accomplish the preparato- 
ry steps for the implementation of re- 
source recovery. 

Examples of key tasks which, when 
not properly addressed, have delayed 
or prevented implementation of re- 
source recovery facilities include: ob- 
taining a long-term commitment for 
supply of waste to a plant; considering 
source separation as a part of the 
system in early planning; obtaining 
support of all interested parties, in- 
cluding the public; modifying laws or 
ordinances to permit signing of long- 
term contracts for waste supply or sale 
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of products; insuring that negotiated 
procurements are permitted under 
State and local laws; obtaining the 
most economically advantageous fi- 
nancing; developing a well-structured 
request for proposals which will stimu- 
late attractive, comparable bids, and; 
negotiating appropriate risk sharing 
arrangements for facility construction 
and operation. Similarly, implementa- 
tion of source separation programs is 
impeded by lack of staff and expertise 
to develop markets, obtain public sup- 
port, and design a cost effective 
system. 


B. PROGRAM OBJECTIVE 


The financial assistance program de- 
scribed in this document directly ad- 
dresses these institutional factors. It is 
designed to help cities move effective- 
ly through the project planning and 
development process by providing fi- 
nancial assistance to address tasks 
such as those above. Funds under this 
program may be used to hire capable 
in-house project managers as well as a 
broad range of consulting services. 

The Urban Policy financial assist- 
ance program is based on the premise 
that effective project planning and de- 
velopment will result in timely and 
successful implementation of facilities 
and/or source separation approaches 
without Federal funding of design, 
land, equipment or _ construction. 
Though the capital costs of larger re- 
source recovery plants are substantial, 
experience has shown that debt fi- 
nancing is available through normal 
private financial channels for well-con- 
ceived projects. 

These are projects having long-term 
waste supply and market commit- 
ments and utilizing technologies 
proven in commercial operation or 
backed by performance guarantees. 
For such projects, debt payment can 
be secured by the project revenues 
(tipping fees and product sales) with- 
out impacting the credit or borrowing 
power of the community. Private 
equity can also be a part of plant fi- 
nancing. 


C. PROGRAM MANAGEMENT AND 
ADMINISTRATION 


This program will be funded under 
Federal Catalog No. 66.451, Solid and 
Hazardous Waste Management Pro- 
gram Support Grants. However, the 
program as described in this an- 
nouncement recognizes the need for 
close interaction and cooperation be- 
tween EPA and the successful appli- 
cants. Based on the provisions of 
Public Law 95-224, the ““Federal Grant 
and Cooperative Agreement Act of 
1977,” such financial assistance shall 
take the form of a “cooperative agree- 
ments.” Most aspects of administra- 
tion of cooperative agreements are the 
same as administration of grants. Co- 
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operative agreements differ from 
grants in that under cooperative 
agreements substantial involvement is 
anticipated between the recipient and 
EPA. 

Management of the cooperative 
agreements will be carried out by EPA 
Regional Office staff, with assistance 
provided by EPA Headquarters staff 
as necessary. In addition, States will 
be invited to lend technical or finan- 
cial support to those receiving assist- 
ance under this program. 

The Resource Conservation and Re- 
covery Panels provided under section 
2003 of RCRA may be used selectively 
at the discretion of EPA to assist suc- 
cessful applicants with such activities 
as developing detailed workscopes or 
consultant task descriptions. However, 
any such assistance will not reduce the 
amount of assistance available for ju- 
risdictions not receiving awards under 
this program. EPA will further sup- 
port the program by providing guid- 
ance and information to successful ap- 
plicants. 

The procedure for review of propos- 
als and selection of those to be funded 
will involve the States, EPA Regional 
Offices, and EPA Headquarters. States 
will approve proposals based on con- 
sistency with State plans. Any propos- 
als which the State indicates as not 
consistent with such a plan will not be 
considered for funding by EPA. States 
will also be asked to provide comments 
on the proposals to the EPA Regional 
Offices and score them based on the 
established selection criteria. 

EPA Regional Offices will review 
and rank the proposals for their re- 
spective regions, taking into considera- 
tion the State comments. EPA Head- 
quarters staff will review all of the 
proposals on a national basis and will 
make final selections based on merit. 
Headquarters and regional reviews will 
be made independently, but any dif- 
ferences in ranking within a region 
will be reconciled with the Regional 
Office reviewers prior to final national 
selections. All reviewers will use the 
criteria established in this announce- 
ment as the basis for their selections. 

No numerical or monetary project 
allocations by region or State will be 
made. However, it is anticipated that a 
wide geographic representation will 
result from the selections. 


D. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
The recipients of financial assistance 


under this program will be expected to, 


meet the requirements of the “Regula- 
tions for Public Participation Under 
the Safe Drinking Water Act, The Re- 
source Conservation and Recovery 
Act, and the Clean Water Act” (40 
CFR Part 25), after such regulations 
are published in final form. Currently, 
promulgation is scheduled for Decem- 
ber 1978, after which time copies will 
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be available from EPA. The objectives 
of the public participation require- 
ments are: 

(1) To insure that the public under- 
stands official programs and proposed 
actions, and that government under- 
stands public concerns. 

(2) To insure that no significant gov- 
ernment decision on any activity cov- 
ered under this part is made without 
consultation with interested and af- 
fected segments of the public. 

(3) To insure that government action 
is responsive to public concerns to the 
maximum extent feasible, and to dem- 
onstrate that public concerns are eval- 
uated and considered. 

(4) To promote public support of en- 
vironmental laws. 

(5) To keep the public informed of 
significant issues and proposed project 
or program changes as they arise. 

(6) To foster a spirit of openness and 
mutual cooperation among EPA, 
States, substate agencies and the 
public. 

(7) To continuously strive to make 
public participation happen, by using 
all feasible means to furnish opportu- 
nities for participation and by stimu- 
lating and supporting participation. 

The public participation tasks which 
should be included in a project works- 
cope are described in the preapplica- 
tion kit available to all those interest- 
ed in requesting funding. 


E. RELATIONSHIP WITH OTHER FEDERAL 
PROGRAMS 


This assistance program will be co- 
ordinated with U.S. Department of 
Energy (DOE) programs in resource 
recovery from solid waste. DOE is au- 
thorized under Pub. L. 95-238 to sup- 
port through loan guarantees, grants, 
contracts, cooperative agreements and 
price supports, the construction, start- 
up, operation, and related expenses of 
demonstration facilities for recovery 
of energy from wastes. It is- DOE’s 
intent to support construction only be 
accepting risk through loan guaran- 
tees, cooperative agreements and price 
supports. However, funds have not 
been appropriated to provide loan 
guarantees. 

Those whose planning under this 
EPA program may result in considera- 
tion of new and innovative technol- 
ogies should be aware that demonstra- 
tion assistance may be available in the 
future from DOE. Further, DOE in- 
tends to seek suitable communities for 
the demonstration of innovative tech- 
nologies from those which apply 
under this program. 

Technologies which DOE is poten- 
tially interested in demonstrating in- 
clude thermal gasification or liquifica- 
tion of solid waste, new reactors for 
combustion systems, biological conver- 
sion systems, and innovative equip- 
ment or process designs for mechani- 


cal separation, including densification 
of solid fuels. 

The purpose of referencing the 
above DOE program is to apprise po- 
tential applicants of its existence. It is 
not intended to encourage or give pref- 
erence to implementation of new and 
innovative technologies under EPA’s 
program. But neither is it EPA’s objec- 
tive to discourage such efforts. 


F. PROGRAM DEFINITION AND PROJECT 
OBJECTIVES 


On the basis of competitive solicita- 
tion, funding will be made available to 
selected urban areas for activities to 
determine the feasibility of resource 
recovery approaches, and for the 
follow-on project development steps 
necessary to implement such ap- 
proaches. Conceptual design and pre- 
liminary engineering design is eligible 
for funding. Funding for final engi- 
neering design, construction, or acqui- 
sition of land and equipment is not eli- 
gible. e 

There are three primary objectives 
of his program: to accelerate national 
progress in resource recovery imple- 
mentation; to provide environmentally 
sound alternatives to solid waste dis- 
posal, and to assist economically dis- 
tressed urban areas pursuant to the 
President’s Urban Policy. 

In view of these objectives, a prime 
consideration in selection of cities for 
funding will be to choose those judged 
to have a high probability for success- 
ful implementation given sufficient 
project development funding. Cities 
which appear to have high potential 
for resource recovery but which do not 
find resource recovery implementation 
to be their best course of action will be 
able to make this determination early 
in the planning process, thereby avoid- 
ing additional and unnecessary cost. 

It is the implementation (rather 
than the planning) of facilities which 
may be expected to impact the prob- 
lems of economically troubled urban 
areas. Thus, communities must first 
score highly under the criterial for po- 
tential success before they may be 
considered for the financial assistance 
described in this announcement. 
Within this constraint, however, com- 
paratively distressed areas will be 
given priority over candidates with 
less severe economic problems. 


G. PROJECTED FUNDNG LEVELS 


The President has indicated that he 
will consider an additional $15 million 
for the program in each of the fiscal 
years 1980 and 1981. 


H. COST SHARING 


Consistent with regulations already 
promulgated for grant programs under 
RCRA, the Federal share of project 
costs under this program will not 
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exceed 75 percent of total project 
costs. 

In support of the objectives of this 
program to identify projects with high 
potential for implementation, a key 
element in the selection process will be 
the measure of an applicant’s commit- 
ment to the project. For this reason, 
special consideration will be given to 
those applicants that can demonstrate 
that at least two-thirds of their match- 
ing share represents new cash commit- 
ments other than in-kind contribu- 
tions. EPA’s general grant regulations 
(40 CFR 30.135-15) define in-kind con- 
tribution as the value of a non-cash 
contribution provided by (a) the grant- 
ee, (b) other public agencies and insti- 
tutions, and (c) private organizations 
and individuals. An in-kind contribu- 
tion may consist of charges for real 
property and equipment, and the 
value of goods and services directly 
benefiting and specifically indentifia- 
ble to the grant program. 


I. ELIGIBLE ORGANIZATIONS 


As defined in section 4008(a)(2) of 
RCRA, the following governmental 


units are eligible to apply for assist- - 


ance under this program: States, coun- 
ties, municipalities, and intermunici- 
pal agencies, and State and local 
public solid waste management au- 
thorities. Interstate agencies are also 
eligible for funding. However, eligibil- 
ity will be further limited by the re- 
quirements of section 4006 of RCRA. 

Section 4006(b) of RCRA establishes 
the requirements that “. . . the State, 
together with appropriated elected of- 
ficials of general purpose units of local 
government, shall jointly (a) identify 
an agency to develop the State plan 
and identify one or more agencies to 
implement such plan, and (b) identify 
which solid waste functions will, under 
such State plan, be planned for and 
carried out by regional or local and 
State authorities.” 

Consistent with the requirements of 
the Act, EPA will make awards to 
those applicants jointly identified by 
the State and appropriate locally 
elected officials for plan implementa- 
tion responsibilities in resource recov- 
ery. 

The only other eligible applicants 
are: 

(1) Where a State has not completed the 
implementation agency identification proc- 
ess, an agency receiving an interim designa- 
tion for plan implementation by the gover- 
nor (with the EPA Regional Administrator’s 
concurrence), and 

(2) An applicant (such as an agency desig- 
nated under the 4006 process as having 
planning responsibility) that (a) receives 
written concurrence from a designated (or 
interim designated) implementation agency 
indicating that the proposed project has the 
full support and involvement of the imple- 
menting agency, (b) defines the role of the 
designated implementation agency in the 


NOTICES 


proposed project, and (c) explains why an 
agency other than the implementing agency 
is requesting funding. 

Accordingly, local and regional juris- 
dictions competing for an award in an 
area shall submit with their applica- 
tion a written agreement, understand- 
ing, or other evidence which certifies 
that resource recovery implementa- 
tion responsibility has been jointly as- 
signed to such jurisdictions in confor- 
mance with the guidelines established 
under section 4002(a) of the Act (40 
CFR Part 655, “Identification of Re- 
gions and Agencies for Solid Waste 
Management’’). 

It should be understood that imple- 
menting agencies applying under this 
program may, through appropriate 
agreements, transfer a portion of the 
funds to designated planning agencies 
for portions of the project. In general, 
close interaction between planning 
and implementing agencies is encour- 
aged. 

Within these definitions, EPA in- 
tends to consider as eligible for fund- 
ing urban communities and jurisdic- 
tions of all sizes. The criteria described 
in a later section will be used to estab- 
lish priorities for funding. It is antici- 
pated that application of the criteria 
will result in the major portion of the 
funding being allocated to areas of at 
least 50,000 population. Furthermore, 
urban areas with severe economic 
problems and which also show high 
implementation potential will receive 
first consideration. 

Section 4008(a)(2)(B) establishes ad- 
ditional requirements for grantees 
under this authority: 

An applicant for financial assistance 
under this paragraph must agree to comply 


with respect to the project or program as- . 


sisted with the applicable requirments of 
section 4005 and Subtitle C of this Act and 
apply applicable solid waste management 
practices, methods, and levels of control 
consistent with any guidelines published 
pursuant to section 1008 of this Act. Assist- 
ance under this paragraph shall be available 
only for programs certified by the State to 
be consistent with any applicable State or 
areawide solid waste management plan or 
program. 


J. PROGRAMS AND ACTIVITIES ELIGIBLE 
FOR SUPPORT 


Planning and project development 
of energy and materials recovery 
plants and source separation programs 
are eligible for funding under this pro- 
gram. Eligibility is limited to projects 
which involve solid waste primarily 
from residential and commercial 
sources. Also, development of projects 
which involve codisposal of municipal 
solid waste and sewage sludge in 
evergy and materials recovery plants 
will be eligible. However, if Clean 
Water Act (Pub. L. 92-500) funding is 
desired or anticipated (for design or 
construction), a facility plan for the 
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proposed codisposal project must be 
prepared and approved by the State 
and EPA in accordance with EPA con- 
struction grant regulations (40 CFR 
Part 35 Subpart E). 

Projects directed primarily toward 
development of land disposal or haz- 
ardous waste management facilities, or 
waste collection or transfer operations 
are not eligible. : 

Where Federal funding through 
other assistance programs is desired or 
anticipated for final engineering 
design or construction, the proposed 
project must conform to EPA policy 
and procedure (40 FR 16814) regard- 
ing compliance with the National En- 
vironmental Policy Act of 1969 
(NEPA). Such projects may include co- 
disposal projects where Clean Water 
Act (Pub. L. 92-500) funding is desired 
or anticipated. In such instances, envi- 
ronmental assessments must be pro- 
pared and submitted to EPA so that 
EPA can conduct an environmental 
review to determine whether an envi- 
ronmental impact statement or a nega- 
tive declaration should be _ issued. 
Since Federal assistance for design or 
construction is not expected for most 
of these projects, it is likely that most 
projects funded under this program 
will not be required to meet NEPA re- 
quirements. 

EPA envisions the planning and de- 
velopment of resource recovery pro- 
jects as an evolutionary and phased 
effort. Thus, eligible activities have 
been defined in phases. Any or all 
phases may be approved initially, de- 
pending on the progress of the individ- 
ual community. Thus, EPA funding 
may begin with the second or third 
phase if the applicant has already 
successully completed those tasks de- 
fined in earlier phases. The selection 
criteria give preference to applicants 
who have made prior progress. 

EPA may commit funds to an appli- 
cant for more than one phase, in es- 
sence reserving funds from the initial 
appropriation for use in later project 
phases, contingent on recipient pro- 
gress. In such cases, follow-on awards 
will not be guaranteed but will be con- 
tingent on successful completion of 
earlier work and evidence that the 
project continues to have a high prob- 
ability of success. 

Alternatively, EPA may commit 
funding to only one project phase ini- 
tially, with the intent of funding later 
phases (contingent on successful pro- 
gress) from subsequent years’ appro- 
priations, if such appropriations are 
available. If a project is funded in this 
way, the recipient would not have to 
apply under later competitive solicita- 
tions but rather would be given prior- 
ity consideration. 

Applicants will be required to define 
their proposed project in terms of the 
elements of the’ phases. described 
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below. The elements listed should not 
be considered exhaustive, and addi- 
tional elements may be eligible. 

An applicant’s proposed project 

phasing will not have to match those 
described below. For example, an ap- 
plicant may define a project phase 
which incorporates most of the Phase 
I defined below as well as selected 
items from Phase II. However, the 
phases below are intended to serve as 
a guide, and requested phasing should 
be generally consistent with these 
definitions. Also, proposed phasing 
will be subject to EPA approval during 
the development of the final works- 
cope. 
Specific outputs of each project 
phase are defined below. These are the 
types of outputs on which progress 
will be judged. It is EPA’s intent to 
provide more detailed guidance and 
examples to the selected applicants for 
some or all of the outputs during de- 
velopment of the detailed project 
workscope. 

Activities are listed below in two 
parts. The first part deals with imple- 
mentation of resource recovery plants; 
the second part deals with implemen- 
tation of source separation programs. 


ELIGIBLE ACTIVITIES AND OUTPUTS FOR 
RESOURCE RECOVERY PLANT IMPLE- 
MENTATION 


a. Phase I—Feasibility Analysis. This 
phase includes evaluation of the feasi- 
bility of resource conservation and re- 
covery and the preliminary definition 
of one or more feasible alternatives. 
The purpose of this phase is to arrive 
at a basis for a go/no go decision on 
implementation and to begin prelimi- 
nary development of a strategy for im- 
plementation. 


PHASE I ACTIVITIES 


Survey the waste stream (quantity 
and composition). 

Review alternative technologies. 

Survey markets and develop prelimi- 
nary commitments. 

Review compatibility with any exist- 
ing or potential waste reduction pro- 
grams. 

Analyze source separation as a part 
of the overall recovery approach. 

Identify alternative plant sites. 

Develop general conceptual design 
of alternative system/market combi- 
nations. 

Evaluate environmental issues and 
identify approach to assure compli- 
ance with environmental regulations. 

Estimate project costs and benefits. 

Assign a full-time project manager. 

Formulate an advisory committee. 

Begin public participation and edu- 
cation (in accordance with EPA Public 
Participation Guidelines as discussed 
in Part D of this announcement). 

Ensure State agency support and in- 
volvement. 


NOTICES 


PHASE I OUTPUTS 


Estimates of waste generation and 
composition based on weight measure- 
ments. 

Analysis of waste collection responsi- 
bilities and controls. 

Identification of specific markets 
available, including estimated price 
and quantity ranges and _ specifica- 
tions. 

Explanation of technologies consid- 
ered and tentatively selected as alter- 
natives to satisfy these markets. ~ 

Description of potential site(s). 

Economic analysis of source separa- 
tion techniques as a complement to a 
largescale system. 

Economic analysis of proposed 
alternative(s): capital and operating 
costs, net tipping fees, etc. 

Comparison of costs with land dis- 
posal alternatives. 

Statement of preliminary go/no go 
decision by top elected officials with 
rationale for decision. 

Clear statement of project objectives 
if decision is go. 

b. Phase II—Procurement Planning. 
This phase would take the Phase I 
outputs and develop all essential ele- 
ments (except final engineering 
design) leading to solicitation for 
system proposals or construction bids. 


PHASE II ACTIVITIES 


Establish a project management 
team. 

Review qualifications of system ven- 
dors or designers. 

Analyze procurement options (A&E, 
turnkey, full-service), and risk posture. 

Determine system performance re- 
quirements. 

Develop an environmental assess- 
ment when Federal funding is antici- 
pated for final engineering design or 
construction (as with codisposal pro- 
jects). 

Review and select a financing alter- 
native. 

Select a site taking into account en- 
vironmental impacts. 

Carry out steps to secure waste 
supply. 

Obtain market commitments (letters 
of intent). 

Review procurement and contracting 
laws and other legal matters impact- 
ing the project. 

Define permit and regulatory re- 
quirements. 

Carry out advisory committee activi- 
ties. 

Continue public participation and 
education. 

Ensure continued State agency sup- 
port and involvement, including re- 
quired legislation. 


PHASE II OUTPUTS 


Description of procurement 
proach. 


ap- 


Description of financing plan. 

Description of how waste supply will 
be assured. 

Firm letters of intent for purchase 
of products. as 
Description of legal authorities and 

actions to remove constraints. 

Description of permit and regulatory 
requirements, and means of obtaining 
required permits. 

Advisory committee project analysis. 
Summary of public participation activ- 
ities and of public comments in re- 
sponse to the project. 

c. Phase III—Procurement. This 
phase involves those steps required to 
solicit for system proposals or bids, 
review and select a successful bidder, 
and negotiate and sign final contracts. 


PHASE III ACTIVITIES 


Prepare appropriate RFP’s or select 
A&E for design (depending on pro- 
curement strategy). 

Evaluate bids or proposals. 

Determine negotiation strategy. 

Negotiate with preferred bidder (de- 
pending on procurement strategy). 

Secure required permits. 

Finalize contracts for systems, mar- 
kets, and waste supply. 

Secure financing. 

Continue public participation and 
education. 

Continue advisory committee activi- 
ties. 

Ensure continued State agency sup- 
port and involvement. 


PHASE III outputs 


Well-conceived RFP. 

Selected bidder. 

Contracts for system procurement, 
product sales, or waste supply. 

Secured-approved permits. 

Marketable financing package. 

If appropriate, a summary of contin- 
ued advisory committee work. 


ELIGIBLE ACTIVITIES AND OUTPUTS FOR 
DEVELOPMENT OF SOURCE SEPARATION 
PROGRAMS 


a. Phase I—(Feasibility). This phase 
includes determination of the feasibil- 
ity of resource conservation and recov- 
ery through source separation tech- 
niques. Eligible activities will result in 
a basis for a go/no go decision on im- 
plementation. Activities would include: 

Survey markets. 

Survey waste stream. 

Analyze costs. 

Assign a full-time project manager. 

Formulate an advisory committee. 

Conduct public participation activi- 
ties (in accordance with EPA Public 
Participation Guidelines). 

Identify alternative source separa- 
tion strategies. 

Determine need for amended or new 
ordinances or legislation necessary to 
operate the program. 
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Determine the need for and feasibil- 
ity of interlocal agreements. 

Insure State agency support and in- 
volvement. 


PHASE I OUTPUTS 


Feasibility analysis including: 
Market survey results; cost analyses; 
analyses of alternative source separa- 
tion strategies; and public education 
requirements. 

Recommendations for procurement 
of services and/or equipment. — 

Recommendations for interlocal 
agreements. 

Recommendations for marketing ar- 
rangements and contracts. . 

Summary of public participation ac- 
tivities and discussion of public com- 
ments in response to the project. 

b. Phase II (Implementation). This 
phase would be fundable after the de- 
cision to implement a source separa- 
tion program was reached. Implemen- 
tation activities would include: 

Establish structure of collection, 
processing and storage system. 

Develop and issue bid specifications 
for procurement of collection, process- 
ing and storage equipment and/or ser- 
vices. 

Develop and issue bid specifications 
for sale of materials. 

Evaluate bids for sale of materials 
and procurement of services and 
equipment. 

Draft and enact appropriate ordin- 
ances and legislation. 

Develop a public education program. 

Conduct advisory committee activi- 
ties. 

Ensure continued State agency sup- 
port and involvement. 


PHASE II OUTPUTS 


Contracts for supply of services and 
equipment. 

Market contracts for recovered prod- 
ucts. 

Enacted ordinances and/or legisla- 
tion. 

A comprehensive campaign to edu- 
cate and train the public to carry out 
their role in the source separation pro- 
gram. 

Implementation of the collection, 
processing and storage system. 

Summary of public participation ac- 
tivities and discussion of public com- 
ments in response to the project. 


K. SOLICITATION PROCEDURE 


Applicants will be selected for award 
under this program through a nation- 
al competition described below. 

Applicants will have until December 
15, 1978, to develop and submit pro- 
posals according to the preapplication 
kit instructions. Kits are available by 
writing or calling: 


Mr. Stephen A. Lingle, 
Office of Solid Waste, 


NOTICES 


Resource Recovery Division (WH-563), 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 

Washington, D.C. 20460; Telephone 202- 
755-9140. 


Proposals will be reviewed and 
judged against criteria presented 
below. The criteria are qualitative fac- 
tors by which the superior proposals 
will be selected. 

Review and selection will involve 
State officials and EPA Regional 
Office and Headquarters staff. States 
will review proposals to certify consist- 
ency with State plans and score them 
based on the criteria. EPA Regional 
Offices will review and rank the pro- 
posals for their respective regions. 
EPA Headquarters, with assistance 
from Department of Energy staff, will 
review the proposals and make final 
selections with Regional Office con- 
currence. EPA anticipates that final 
Selections will be made roughly 60 
days after receipt of the proposals. 

Following this selection, EPA will 
work closely with each selected appli- 
cant to assist them to develop a de- 
tailed scope of work and implementa- 
tion schedule, to identify the appropri- 
ate types of consultant services re- 
quired, to determine review and re- 
porting procedures, and to develop a 
final budget. These items will form 
the basis of a formal application for 
funding. Following EPA approval and 
processing of the formal application, 
the award will be made. EPA antici- 
pates that workscope development and 
formal application processing and 
award will require approximately 60 
days. 

One solicitation is planned each 
fiscal year. If responses to the annual 
solicitation do not provide sufficient 
numbers of proposals which are select- 
ed for award, then one or more addi- 
tional solicitations will be made during 
that year. 


L. CRITERIA FOR AWARD 


The criteria below will be used to 
select the first year’s recipients, and 
may be revised in fiscal year 1980 and 
1981 announcements as experience dic- 
tates. These criteria have been de- 
signed to reflect the potential of an 
applicant for successful resource re- 
covery implementation, given financial 
and technical assistance in project 
planning and development, as well as 
the extent of the applicant’s urban 
economic problems. The selection cri- 
teria are as follows: 

1. Potential and need for resource re- 
covery to reduce land disposal require- 
ments. (35 percent of total points.) 

Availability of future land disposal 
sites. 

Projected waste generation versus 
land availability. 

Immediacy of need for land disposal 
alternatives. 
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Current and projected costs of land 
disposal, including transportation 
costs. 

2. Project success factors. (35 per- 
cent of total points.) 


Applicant’s commitment 


Extent of applicant’s cash contribu- 
tion to the project. 

Approval and support of local elect- 
ed officials. 


Institutional factors 


Mechanism 
supply. 

Existence of a strong implementing 
authority recognized by all project 
participants. 

Approval and support of (1) local 
elected officials, (2) public and indus- 
try, and (3) States. 

Local/regional cooperation, includ- 
ing consistency with any local and/or 
regional plans. 

Firm market commitment and tech- 
nical feasibility (when already select- 
ed). 


for securing waste 


Recovery and conservation impacts 


Extent of energy and materials re- 
covery. 

Integration of mechanical recovery/ 
conversion systems and source separa-- 
tion and resource conservation pro- 
grams. 

3. Potential for supporting the 
Urban Policy objectives. (15 percent of 
total points.) 

A major objective of this initiative is 
to induce private investment and en- 
hance job opportunities in economical- 
ly “‘distressed’”’ urban areas. The appli- 
cants should describe factors which 
they believe reflect the level of eco- 
nomic distress in the area to be served 
by the project. Factors which could be 
considered include: 

Current levels and trends in employ- 
ment. > 

Current level and trends 
capita income. 

Urban population shifts and other 
changes in the tax base. 

4. Amount of prior progress toward 
resource recovery. (15 percent of total 
points.) 

Examples of eligible progress in- 
clude, but are not limited to: 

Completed feasibility study. 

Appointed resource recovery project 
director. 

Strong market or waste supply com- 
mitment. 

Any of the project elements listed in 
the description of eligible activities 
can be credited under this criterion. 


Dated: October 11, 1978. 
THOMAS C. JORLING, 


Assistant Administrator 
for Water and Waste Management. 


(FR Doc. 78-29221 Filed 10-16-78; 8:45 am] 


in per 
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